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o t M a i n e . S c: h o o 1 U n i t s 

l^ART I. Background Information 

A . Landmark Provisions for Financial Support of Public Education in the 
Early Years 

i 

The history of State support of public education in Maine is 
closely allied with and patterned after that of the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts of which Maine was a part. until separation from the 
mother colony and state in 1820. 

During the years of exploration and settlement it was natural 
that there was a minimum of effort devoted to the establishment of 
schools because, settlement was slow and the threat of Indian attacks 
left little time for educational and cultural development. Although 
growth and establishment of schools was slow, we do find in the 
L8th and i9th Centuries the basis for many of the elements of present 
day systems and organization. A review of the early laws relative 
to financial support shows that nearly every aspect of today's 
support structure had its origin in striving for better and . improved 
programs year by year. 

The purchase of the Province of Maine by Massachusetts in 1677 
brought the. area under the Massachusetts Bay Colony Laws of 16A2 
and 1647 which contain the first legal requirement for schools. 
In 16A2, the General Court of the Colony and Province of Massachusetts 
Bay ordered that '*the selectmen in every town, should have a 
vigilant eye over their bretheren and neighbors to see, first, that 
none of them shall suffer so much barbarism in any of their families, 
as not to endeavor to teach, by themselves or others, their 
children and apprentices, so much learning as may enable them, 
perfectly, to read the. English tongue and knowledge of the capital 
i^Pj^^iaws, upon penalty of twenty shillings foi' each neglect therein." 
i'his ancient law was the first evidence of public 



responsibility £or education and acceptance of the principle by 
the lawmakers, that there was an obligation on tlieir part I »^ 
see chat y o u t l\ il \ <\ net v o w u p i ti 1 14 it o r a n e . 

m 16*^7, the General Court ordered "every townbt\ip alter 
the Lord had inereased them to the number of filty householders 
to appoint one person to teach all such children as shall resort 
to n im to read and write, whose wages were to be paid by the 
parents or masters of the children or by the inhabitants in general, 
and further provided that 'those who send their children be not 
oppressed by paying much more than they can have them taught in 
other towns." It also directed that when any town increased to 
one iiundred families, the authorities should set up a grammar 
scnooi to instruct youth for the university. 

Establishment of schools in the Province of Maine was moderate 
lor only seven grammar schools in 161 incorporated t^wns were in 
operation by 18UU. Although penalties existed for not providing 
schools, in reality, public education was not widely accepted 
until atter the turn of the century. 

The early schools were under the control of the church ratlier 
than either the State or the town. This is probably due to the 
fact that Maine was settled predominantly be Puritan stock from 
Ma ssachu setts. 

Early laws regarding teachers were more concerned with moral 
character than educational qualifications. As evidence of this 
concern, an act of 1671 directed that the youth be educated, not 
only in ^ood literature but in sound doctrine, and ordered the 
selectmen noL to allow anyone to teach in the schools and colleges 
'Lliat iiave manifested themselves unsound in the faith or scandalous 



In tiirii llvrti Iiuve nut givoii ttai iHLactiou aci.oc<llu>^ iu t lit* 



rtilos oL Clictst.'' For many years the church was the financial 
agency for schools receiving money from the town and disbursing 
it in parish meetings. 



While the constitutions of most states recognize that the 
support of education is a State responsibility, the Maine 
Constitution in Article VIII entitled, Literature, emphasized 
the advantages pf education but in somewhat unique fashion directed 
the Legislature to require the towns to support and maintain 
schools at their own expense and also to encourage and endow all 
academies and seminaries of learning in the state. This might 
well be interpreted to provide State support for private 
instiLutions and to delegate full responsibility for public schools 
to local school districts, but in actual practice, from the first 
years of statehood the State has contributed revenues for school 
finance and lias demonstrated by appropriate and repeated actions 
mat the support of public schools is a joint responsibility of 
State and local agencies. The absence of State responsibility 
in the early years p r obably r e f 1 ec ts a strong prejudice of Maine 
citizens against anything in governmental affairs which looked 
like centralization of control* 



Al though the Cons titut ion tended to make f inane ial support 
ut education a local responsibility, the early. Maine Legislatures 
soon passed laws to see tnat this was done* The second session, 
in 1622, enacted a law requiring that each town raise annually 



Constitutional provisions 



Growth in State Financing and Support 




sum of forty cents per capita*. It is worthy of note that a 



minimum per capita requirement cont^.nues to the present day and 
despiLo inflation and extension of educational opportunities rose 
to only ei^jhty cents per capita in the next 150 years. lu 19o^^, 
the minimum was raised to $20 per inhabitant. 

The inadequacy of local support alone soon became evident 
for in 1828, a State Public School Fund was established with 
$/uU,OOU received from the sale of twenty townships together 
w i c some money received from Massachusetts as Maine's snare of 
war claims against the United States. The income from this fund 
was distributed according to the number of scholars. The fund 
was the forerunner and basis in later years for ever increasing 
State allocations for the equalization of educational opportunity. 
This fund is significant for establishing the principle oi State 
support • 

State Bank Ta x 

In 183J, a measure was passed requiring banking corporations 
to pay to the State one-half of one percent semi-annually on 
their capital stock. The amounts received were not large bur 
the law was important as it was the first State appropriation 
trom ".ax money for school aid. During the period 1833 to 18A9 the 
revenues from this source averaged only $31,511 per year. Adding 
this amount to the municipal tax of, forty cents per inhabitant 
Llie total resources for the operation of all public schools of the 
State in 1849 were only $289,961. The bank tax, however, did 
not prove to be a stable source of income due to a tax on State 
banks imposed by the Federal Government and it seemed likely that 
this source of revenue would disappear entirely. To offset this 
deficiency, the Legislature in 1863 Increased the sum io be raised 



locally to 73 cents per person. 

First State Property Tax 
The Legislature of 1872 provided a much broader basis for 
school support by the enactment of a tax of one mill on all 
property in the state. The proceeds of this tax were paid to 
the State and distributed to towns and cities according to the 
number of scholars between the ages of four and twenty-one. 

In 1909, another mill and one-half statewide tax on property 
was allocated for the support of public schools with one and one- 
half mills being distributed as heretofore in accord&'nce with 
the school census and one mill on the basis of the municipalities* 
valuation. This action resulted in increasing State school funds 
irom $669,188 in 1909 to $2,377,684 in 1910 which percentagewise 
was probably the greatest increase In State support ever experienced 
before or since that time. 

The State property tax was raised to 3^ mills lin 1921 witn 
the establishment of the State School Fund. The revenues were 
allocated to the towns and cities On the basis of $100 per teaching- 
position; $3.00 for each person on the school census between the 
ages of five and twenty-one, and the remainder, If any, on 
aggregate attendance. 

Steps Toward Equalization of Tax Effort 
The need for equalization of both taxatloa and educational 
opportunity became an increasingly critical issue early in the 
2L.ch Century. The first step was taken in 1919 when a special 
tund-ot $40,000 was appropriated for the purpose of strengthening 
small rural tiigh schools. Another indication of growing acceptance 
1 Statu rosponslbii i ty for education was evidenced in 1920 wnen 



an iM|ital 1 I I v>ii Lund derived trom the Couimon School Fund plus 
interest on rcsevvvd lands in unorganized townships amounting 
to $35,621 was distributed to towas having tax rates for school 
and municipal purposes in excess of the State average. In that 
janie year an unprecented action was taken when the Governor ana 
lilsecutive council allocated $100, UOO to help towns maintain schools 
and pay teachers salaries under emergency conditions resulting 
irom the high cost of living following World War 1. 

The Mor t Survey 
By far the most significant event relating to the financing 
o ! education during the thirties was a survey in 1934 on "The 
Financing of the Public Schools of Maine" conducted by Dr, Paul 
Mort for "the Maine Finance Commission, The report was highly 
critical ot* the inadequacies of Maine education. The Study 
concentrated o n po t e n t ia 1 e conom ie s in the operation of schools, 
more equiuable sources of revenue for the State School Fund and 
the? distribution of funds on an equalized basis. The report 
endeavored to present an accurate portrayal of existing conditions 
and to improve the financial structure so as to guarantee to 
all boys and girls a minimum program of educational opportunity. 
It was found that the cost of education was a small item in 
Lho total, expenditures of the state, that there was a drift in 
population from the rural areas to the cities and that the 
percentage of State money going to education was decreasing while 
that for highways was on the Increase* 

THe Commission recommended that minimum standards be set 
by the State and that the Commiss loners of Education be granted 
i-ri9^"ttve power to de cr eaa e p r op or t iona t e ly aid to those units which 
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failed to meet minimum requirements. The report recognized 



the responsibility of the State for establishing an equitable 
foundation program and for distributing the burden over the 
state in accordance .with the people's ability to pay. Maine had 
not recovered from the great depression and it was estimated 
that it might take from ten to twenty years to accomplish its 
goals. The report was prophetic and correct in respect to the 
time element for implementation for its recommendations did not 
lead to many immediate reforms. It should, however, be credited 
with doing much to strengthen and extend the principle of State 
responsibility for providing equal educational opportunity for 
children in all sections of the state. Undoubtedly it contributed 
to the adoption of a minimum foundation program fifteen years 
later . 



of State school aid according to wealth based on an equalized 
State valuation. 

The Jacobs Report 
Another survey entitled, "School Finances and Needs" was 
conducted in 1955 by the T.L. Jacobs Company of Chicago, Illinois. 
Its assignment was to study school organization and make 
recommendations for the distribution of school funds on an 
equitable basis. The climate was more favorable for action and 
unlike the Mort Report did result in constructive legislation. 
An act based on the recommendations provided an updated minimum 



Found at ion Program 



In 1949, a 



formula was adopted which divided the 492 



separate school 



units into n ine .c 1 as s if ica t ions for the distribution 
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1 uundat iuii progruin and perhaps more importantly a plan for 

r I'or^^anizing small school units into larger more efficient 

districts with a sufficient number of pupils and tax resources 

to offer more adequate programs* Through this law anolht;r forward 

step was taken toward establishing a basic educational pro^^ram 

icv every child regardless of residence, with the State contributin 

tuvard a fairer equalization of the cost of education between 

the poorer and richer units. The act furthered acceptance tliat 

education was a State responsibility. 

In addition to Foundation Program Aid, provision was made 
in l*^lv7 lor State assistance on the construction of scliool 
buildings- This aid varied from 2u% to 6b% according to Lh« 
w^^aitii ur Tack oC resources of a unit. It resulted in construction 
ci neodeu new facilities for increasing enrollments and replace ruenc 
otobsoieteandout-modedbuiidings. 

Uniform Effort Principle 

In 1^65 a so-called Uniform Effort Principle was adopte^d. 
Under tills law each administrative unit was required to i;>ak. a 
LWfnty mill effort on an. equalized valuation toward thfi supporl 
oL a lioundation program with the State supplying the diff^ircncu 
betv/cc-n the local assessment and the foundation progj:,am. 

In 1971 the* general school aid law was again revised ii\ an 
Aiio.u\)i to equaliiie educational opportunity and to, assist local 
i.t:its iti providing an adequate program for all pupils through 
a a improved equalization formula. At the same time State aid. to 
loca* unics was increased by a requirement that the sum to be 
di{5tribuuuu statewide be equal to at least one-third of the 
avera^iJ per pupil cost, for all public schools in the stale lor 



the t isi'al yoar procodtn); tin* iMMivcniu^ i i s 1 ;n u r . 

The nnuunit o\ moiu'y t i> he paid encli null w.s;i c t>mpi! t f il .m s I i» M ow/j : 

« 

Number o f Pup i I b 
Slate Valuation in the Muni- 

Per Pupil at Mid cipality as 

Point X Per Pupil defined in' this The Equali- 

Valuation of Base Rate X section, in Year = zation Amount 

Municipality Per Pupil Preceding the Per Muni- 

Convening of the cipality 
Legislature 

The law also had a provision that each municipality shall be 
reimbursed from a fund known as the Tax Effort Fund for a percentage 
of the fund if its tax effort for all municipal purposes exceeded 
the median tax effort of all places in the state. Unfortunately 
no funds were appropriated for this purpose and it was never 
imp lement ed . 

Nee d for Greater Equalization 

Despite all of the effort made over many years an equalization 
of educational opportunity between the "have'* and "have-not'* units 
had not been achieved. The gap was widening rather than narrowing 
and each year the burden on property taxpayers in the poorer units 
became increasingly critical. 

Evidence of concern came from many quarters and eventually 

led to enactment in 1973 of An Act Equalizing the F inancial Support 

of School Units which is summarized in Part II of this report. 

Some of the efforts made to improve the financing of education 

prior ^.o 1973 and position statements made by State and municipal 

officials and lay citizens are indicative of the ferment that was 

taking place. A few of these are reviewed to provide some background 

of the climate that led to and culminated in legislative action.. 
O 



lu 

Governor Kenneth H. Curl is 



•^^;-A:y 2*, l^^S . Governor Curtis expressiiU rii.j» inctsctsL ic..>.., 
for the State of Maine, a plan to equalize property tax suppcrc 
lor the public schools. He called attention to the great variations 
in lax burdens from town to town and felt that the beneficiaries 
iron] an equalized tax burden would be both our school children 
and our citizens who pay above average taxes in many cities and 
towns. He said, *'For too long we have complained of inequities 
in our school subsidy formula and in the disparities of present 
prop ty tax assessments. It is now time to resolve these inequities 
As c le possibility for tax reform, the Governor continued "We 
should thoroughly consider distributing the local costs 0|f— edu- 
cation more equally among all the cities and towns of the State 
according to their property tax resources. Just as the Stapf. law 
now collects its sales taxes equitably from all people in all 
sections of the state. 

William T. Logan, Jr., Commissioaer of Education 
In September 1968, William T. Logan, Jr., Commissioner of Edu- 
cation in a statement addressed to the State Board of Education, 
illustrated the mounting pressure on local property taxpayers as 
lollows: "The ability to pay as measured by State valuations 
during the ten-year period 1957 to 1967 has increased 21%«. The 
appropriations required for school purposes have increased 112% 
in the same period." He further stated that **The median school 
la.K eifort based upon State valuation and 1 967 appropriations for 
all units was 30,6 mills. Municipalities had a low of .1 mill 
ERIC u a high of 83»1 mills.'* As a bases for comparison he told 



1 1 . 

the hoard "lii c w fiu y eiiates which have a similar pt r capita iucouie 
to Maine, 17 have a property tax lower than the national average, 
while Maine's p ^rty tax rate, according to the Bureau of the 
Census is 50% higher than the national average," 

Arnold H» Sturtevant, President Maine Bankers 
In an article printed in March 1969, Arnold Ho Sturtevant, 
Ptesident of the Maine Bankers Association and the Livermore Falls 
Trust Co., asserted that "It is time for the State to pay for 
scttools with a broad based tax*'* He had found in h'i^business 
transactions that continuing gross inequity of taxation between 
communities is a major contributing factor to blight; that landlords 
and businesses in the high-tax towns are encouraged to let 
properties deteriorate to minimize taxes; that real estate markets 
stagnate with vacant homes unsold for long periods becoming 
ill-kept and unsightly and that as the tax base erodes the rate 
moves even higher to support services which remain constant* He 
asserted that "the c&use of this inequitable situation is tne 
tailure of our State of Maine to assume, the responsibility for 
supporting our schools." He wrote that "Taxes for the support 
of our schools snould be collected by the State and distributed to 
c ommun i t 1 e s ac c ord ing to the number of students that must be 
educated*" 

Mr* Sturtevant's position was very clearly defined again in 
April 1971 when he told the Joint Committee on Education of the 
Legislature *'A system that tells the citizens of one town that 
they are perfectly free to enjoy the rlj^ht of ed uca t iona 1 
opportunity equal to that enjoyed by a more wealthy neighboring 
O .town simply by managing to pay two or three times the property 

ERJC 

™™"ta.s rate paid by the more fortunate neighbor is providing a 



qiirst lonablo ai'^ice of "equality'* of op p or t ui\ 1 L y • "li is a woiiUrf 

Lo me" he said "that the taxpayer didn't start his revolt long ago. 

In his position statement, written long before the court cases in 

California, Texas, and other states, he advised that "The ceatral 

government - State, or Federal if the State fumbles the ball will 

very soon accept the fact that it - not local government must be 

held ultimately responsible for providing all citizens with the 

rignt of equality of educational opportunity. Our courts have 

tound this right must be provided without discrimination as to 

tho color of our skin, and I am convinced that they should find 

no less objectionable that we discriminate as to financial means, 

as .we do through our inequitable administration of the local 

property tax as a major means of supporting education.*' 

Asa A« Gordon, Assistant Commiasioner for School 
Administrative Services 

Wide variations in tax effort were reported in October 197U 

by Asa A« Gordon, Assletant Commissioner for School AdministraL ive 

Services. He found that using State valuation as a yardstick the 

tax rates among Che towns varied from 93 mills to no appropriation 

wiiatsuever for school purposes. He presented data showing that 

by grouping the ^95 municipalities into five numerically equal 

^r(*ups of 99 each that the towns wlch the lowest tax base were 

raising 31 mills for education while the wealthiest group raised 

only 17 mills. Because of the wide disparity in tax effort he 

recommended that the concept of a uniform local tax effort for 

financing education be adopted. 

1971 Legislative Propogala 

Interest for tax reform was on the rise in Heine before the 

JCerrano and Rodriguez decisions were rendered. 



I *^ . 

T w o ni o a s u r t» s o 1 t> u n I o r rt b 1 o ti I v; n I I 1 1' <t ii o r w r i r i» i *' r» c u l c vl 
at the l^/l Session oi the Legislature, Although neither oi t.liem 
was enacted they were the forerunners of other iDeasures to 
tollow in 19 7 3 and are considered to be of sufficient importance 
to describe briefly. 

Legislative Document 1131> "An Act to Fund the Cost of 
Public School Education From State Sources,'' Tbis measure was 
sponsored by Representative Douglas Snsith of Dover-Foxcrof t « It 
hatl a hearing before the Committee on Appropriations and Financial 
Affairs but did not receive strong support and subsequently was 
withdrawn in favor of a joint legislative order directing the 
Maine Education Council to prepare and present a report and a 
proposal for full State funding of education to the ne x t 1 eg i s 1 a c i v . 
session « 

The second measure, Legislative Document 1293, "An Act to 
Equalize Educational Expenditures and Local Tax Effort" was the 
product of considerable research and study by a group representing 
ciie Associated Industries of Maine. It's sponsor was Senator 
Joseph Sewail, who was chairman of the Appropriations and Financial 
Affairs Committee. This act: also had a public hearing and 
received some support but even though the cost vas much less t;nan 
the proposal of Representative Smith it also was ahead of its time 
and was reported Ought Not to Pass* 

The general effect of these measures, however, was to awaken 
atid encourage serious study and further con s id e r a t ion o f tax 
reform* 
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Maine Kducaiion Council 

A report entitled, "The Full Funding of Education" and sub- 
titled "An Idea Whose Time Haa Come" was prepared for the 1973 
Session of the Legislature by the Maine Education Council in 
response to the 1971 Legislative Order in directing it to study 
L* u 1 1 - f und ing of education by the State. It recommended immediate 
adoption of a system of educational finance incorporating the 
following features (a) full State funding of local education, 
(b) collection of a Statewide property tax, (c) educational cost 
differentials, (d) special treatment for isolated areas, (e) fair 
treatment of units with high or low expenditures, (f) leeway, 
at tiie local level, (g) rewards for efficient use of funds and 
(h) improved ways of dealing with transportation, capital outlay 
anddebtservice, / 

Tne Council noted that, even with Maine's equalization formula, 

lar^e disparities continue to exist in capacity to support programs 

and in per pupil expenditures. Some units, it found, can now 

sp<nd twice as mucn money per child as a neighboring system while 

making one- fourth the tax effort. 

Report oPs "State of Ma ine Government Finances, Relief 

and Reform" 

A study of State of Maine Government Finances, Relief and 
Reform authorized by the State Planning Office of the Executive 
Department was conducted by Esco Research Inc. and a report filed 
in December 1972, This document provided much basic information 
on State tax an6 finance procedures and had a significant influence 
on tht.^ Governor's recommendations and proposals for tax reform. 

The first recommendation of the report vas that t h e Le g i s 1 a t u r e 
ERIC iiouJd provide all of the basic operating funds for public schools, 



kiudorgarlea througii grade 12 to insure a relatively equal 
opportunity for ail Maine youth and in order that Maine citizens 
bear the burden equitably* The additional cost to the State 
was estimated to be $123#5 million for fiscal 1974-73# It also 
recommended funding the entire cost of transportation by the State 
at an estimated additional cost of $3*3 million* In order to 
finance tue tax reforms, it proposed that each municipality be 
assessed a uniform State property tax. based on State valuation. 
Tlie mill rate to be assessed would vary depending upon the rel*orn;s 
ad op ted •. 

Governor's Tax Reform Message 
In a message to the lU6th Legislature on January 18, 1973^ 
Governor Kenneth ^M* Curtis presented in forthright language the 
ur^^ent need for tax reform and a proposal to provide more equitable 
and constitutional means of support of public schools by requiring 
that all taxable property contribute at an equal rate to pay the 
costs; to assure that children receive a good quality of education 
regardless of the wealth of the community as measured by property; 
to improve the balance of the tax system by reducing the overall 
property tax burden; and to improve the business climate by 
eliminating the personal property tax on business inventories and 
reduction of taxes on real property* 

In his message, the Governor acknowledged the frustration 
and anger of Maine people over inequitably imposed taxes. He 
expressed faith that ^*the people expect to pay their way, as long 
as equal money buys equal passage*'* He described the Maine 
property tax as the worst scofflaw of this principle^ It was his 

ERIC 
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scacecJ conviction that "as long as the system remains uachani.;ed 
we shall perpetuate inequality in education and excessively and 
inequitably burden property owners on the basis of nothing other 
than the happenstance of residence," 

His legislative reform proposals were based on data derived 
irom several tax studies which had been conducted. These included 
a cooperative analysis of public school financing by the Maine 
Education Council, Maine Municipal Association, Department of 
Educational and Cultural Services and the Maine School Management 
Association and also the Esco Report on State of Maine Government 
Finances^ Relief and Reform* 

the Governor emphasized that the time was ripe for tax reform. 
He called attention to the fact that for the first time in twenty 
vtjars there was a substantial amount of revenue available to defray 
the additional State costs inherent in local tax reform. He 
reminded the legislators ::hat both political parties had adopted 
platforms favorable to tax reform and warned that if actio[i was 
not taken now that it might be many more years before conditions 
were as favorable. He estimated a 20% to 25% reduction in local 
property taxation could result if his recommendations were adopted, 
Governor Curtis snowed his sincerity in promoting tax reform by 
following up with a second message in March 1973 entitled *'The 
Local Impact of Recommendations in the Message on Tax Reform," 
This provided detailed information of the financial Impact on 
each municipality. He pointed out (1) that of 496 municipalities 
in Maine, or 8UX could receive some tax relief in 1974 ; (2) 

that the J9B municipalities have over 92% of students enrolled 




I ; . 

ill pul>ltc schools; (J) tliat increasr^i aubyitiy Wi>uld Uc piovitteJ 

ior 2 9b wiiich fail to meet the State average e>tpenciiture of $6J0 

per elementary pupil and $945 per secondary pupil for support 

of education despite an average or above local tax effort; and 

(4) that the only municipalities \'7hich would not benefit were 

those whose property tax efforts for education fall below the 

State ave rage • 

Tax Reform Legislation Presented to the 
106th Maine Leg^-s Mature 

Impetus for tax reform was underway early in the session of 

iy73. Both party platforms had endorsed tax reform for educational 

purposes and enabling measures were presented by representatives 

of both political partieso Four separate measures similar in 

intent were iatroduced and aftar some reshuffling were referred 

to tne Joint Committee on Education rather than the Committee on 

Appropriations and Financial Affairs as had been their predecessors 

of 1971. 

These measures in order of introduction were: Legislative 
Document ^357, "An Act Providing for Financing Operating Costs 
of Public Schools" presented by Representative Douglas Smith of 
Dover -Foxc r o f t . The measure was similar in principle to his 1971 
proposal for full funding of education by the State and embodied 
the Governor's recommendations. The act provided for full State 
financing of the basic operating costs of public education. The 
Intetut was to establish a more equitable and constitutional means 
oi iJchool support by requiring that: all taxable property contribur. e 
at an equal rate to pay the costs and to assure that children 
receive a good quality education regardless of location or the 




wealth of the municipality as measured by property* 
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In addition ttie acL was designed to improve the balance of the 
tax structure through an increase in the ?=tate*s share oi lui-ai 
operating co.st3 from non-property sources to approximately -*uJL* 
An appropriation of $28,200,000 was attached. 

Legislative Document #1617, ''An Act to Create Local-State 
Funding of Public Schools" presented by Representative Floyd N. 
Haskell of Houlton, House Chairman of the Committee on Appropriations 
and Financial Affairs. 

The purpose of this act was also to encourage an equalizrition 
ol educational opportunity by making available to all units at 
least the average per pupil cost while requiring eachmunicipali'y 
to make a uniform tax effort. 

An appropriation of $143,000,000 was included involving 
$28,200,000 from Federal revenue sharing money, $86,300,000 from 
a uniform property tax, $12,000,000 from funds available for 
school construction aid, and $16,300,000 from current revenues 
in the State's general fund. 

Legislative Document #1699, "An Act to Fund the Costs of 
Public School Education From State Sources" introduced by 
Representative Robert ferris of Waterville, a member of the 
committee on Education. The purpose was to attempt to equalize 
educational opportunity by providing equal tax dollars per pupil 
through equal local tax effort. It was also the intent to reform 
the method of financing public schools so as to remove all doubt 
about constitutionality. An appropriation of $149,000,000 was 
proposed tor fiscal 1974-1975. 
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Legislative Document #1700, "An Act Providing Full Funding 
of Public Schools From State Sources'' presented by Representative 
Donald Carter of Winslow. The declared purpose was to shift the 
full costs of education to State revenue sources over a period of 
nine years. During the nine year period a more equitable means 
of financing public education would be provided by a gradually 
decreasing State Uniform Property Tax. It was indicated the 
measure would offer substantial property tax relief for a majority 
of municipalities and move toward a balanced tax structure for 
local and State Government. The cost of $211,000,000 was to be 
funded by an appropriation of $102,500,000 from the State general 
fund^ $14,000,000 from Federal revenue sharing money and $94,500,000 
from a Uniform Property Tax. 



Inasmuch as these four separate measures were so similar 
in intent the Committee on Education held a joint hearing on the 
bills on April 10, 1973r, The sponsor of each measure made a 



in opposition were heard. In addition to the sponsors the proponents 
included representatives of the Maine Municipal Association, Maine 
State Superintendents Association, Maine Educational Council and 
Commissioner of Educational and Cultural Services. 

Attendance at the hearing was not as large as expected but 
may be attributed to stormy weather which made travel conditions 
dangerous and because the site was remote from the capital. 

Representative Smith in support of his measure said in part 
"In Maine the educational opportunities for young people vary 



The Hearing Stage 



presentation and was followed by other proponents and lastly those 




gnificantly. In the urban centers, the prosperous suburban 



20 . 

communities and the highly industrialized municipalities, high 
real estate values have made it possible for the residents to raise a 
large amount of money to support their children's education, 
riiese municipalities are able to spend large sums of money on 
education without having to tax any individual at r. prohibitive 
rate. However, towns with a sizable school population and a low 
valuation of taxable property find it necessary to tax themselves 
well above the State average just to maintain a minimum level of 
education. He illustrated this point by comparing Wiscasset and 
Eastport as follows: 

Wiscasset Secondary Eastport Secondary 

$1,518 per pupil $702 per pupil 

Tax Effort Tax Effort 

6.3mills 18.4mills 
Wiscasset, he pointed out, is generating twice as much money per 
pupil as Eastport with 1/3 the tax effort. He observed that even 
though Eastport is trying harder it is accomplishing less. 

Mr. Smith proposed that each unit receive an educational 
subsidy of $630 per elementary pupil and $.945 per secondary pupil 
with additional assistance for the education of handicapped children. 
He advocated a uniform statewide property tax of thirteen mills 
ba.^ed on 100 per cent State valuation. 

Mr. Haskell in support of L.D. #1617 stated that the present 
method of financing education was unfair to both students and 
parents. He proposed the establishment of a local-State partnership 
for support of schools with 40% of the revenue coming from a 
uniform local property tax of 11^ mills and 60% from broad-based 
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State tax sources. He pointed out that this would reverse the 
present c o n d 1 1 i o n v h e r e b y 2/3 of r !*> o . c o .< t o f .« o o 1 :^ t .< b o i- n b \- 
local units and 1/3 by the state. He cAli^d ACC€*uti.>a t ihct t^A.i 
that his proposal was a.l 1 * inc lus ive embracing total costs. He 
proposed an allowance of $600 per elementary pupil and $915 per sec- 
ondary student supplemented by an allowance for excess costs for 
vocational and special education, plus costs of transportation, 
capital outlay and debt service. 

Mr. Ferris in supporting L.D. #1699 asserted that ''the State 
shall commit itself to lightening the burden of that most regressive 
of taxes, the tax on real property.*' He called to the committee's 
attention that the court decision in Rodriguez v. the San Antonio 
School District was not a judicial sanction of the status quo. 
He added that & magnificent opportunity has been provided for 
replacing lip service to better education and tax reform with 
positive legislative action. 

Mr. Carter supported his measure with similar endorsements. 

Following the presentations of the proponents the opponents were 
given the floor. The opposition came principally from spokesmen 
from the wealthier units which would lose in State subsidy and be 
required to contribute to the support of schools in the poorer 
units . 

Representative Walter Birt, veteran legislator from the town 
of East Millinocket, site of a large plant of the Great Northern 
Paper Company In prepared remarks called the bills property tax 
''reshuf fling" rather than property tax relief measures, as they would 
tax property of 8% of the people, who are financially better off 
r^opertywise to help those who are not so well off. He questioned 
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whether children living in areas with low property v^lue are 
disadvantaged because of their residence. He discussed the effect 
on East Mi 1 1 inocke t , a town admittedly well up on the tax scale, 
which provides r.any municipal services enjoyed only by the citizens 
of larger places in the State and was fearful that such services 
would be discontinued vhen the full effects of tax sharing were 
accomplished. He also expressed doubts that new industry would 
locate in the State if it must support a State-wide equalized edu- 
cational program. Another argument presented by Mr. Birt and others 
was residents living and owning property in coastal and lake resort 
areas with high property valuation would be adversely effected. 
He advocated increasing the State's share under current laws from 
33 1/3 to 40 or 45 per cent and not reducing the subsidy to the 
well-off towns. This he believed would accomplish the desired 
effect of lowering property taxes where they are highest. Loss 
of control by local boards of education was also of concern. 

Committee Redraf t 
Following the hearing the chairman, Senator Bennett Katz , 
announced that it had been decided that because each of the four 
measures contained much merit that an effort would be made to 
consolidate the best features of each into one redraft proposal 
that could be unanimously supported by all committee members and 
presented to the legislature for consideration. 

At the time the committee redraft was begun it was a general 
consensus that the optimism for reform in the early days of the 
session had greatly dissipated. As one legislator expressed it 
"Augusta is a hot bed of apathy.'* Several events contributed to this 
'^^■'mate. Among them was thle decision of the United States Supreme 
ma^to t that tax reform was a State rather than a national matter, 
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a court decision that education was not necessarily a fundamental 
concern, the lateness in the session of the hearing and' lack of great 
enthusiasm evidenced Lhere, the absence of a definite bill, and the 
prospects of an early legislative adjournment. But in retrospect 
the time element was not necessarily disadvantageous for during 
the interim between the hearing on April 10, 1973, and the completion 
of the redraft much support was rallied and generated. 

Group Support 

In an attempt to regain momentum a group was organized known 
as The People for Reform of the Maine Property Tax which was promptly 
abbreviated to "PROMPT". This statewide group was headed by Mrs. 
Sylvia Lund, chairperson of the State Board of Education and wife of 
tne Attorney-General Jon Lund. The organization included other 
members of the State Board, the Maine Municipal Association, the 
Maine School Management Association, Maine School Superintendents 
Association, Maine Teachers Association and Maine Retired Teachers 
Association. The purpose was to rally support for the tax reform 
concept rather than support of any particular measure. Mrs. Lund 
called for a concerted drive to urge Maine residents to speak out 
in favor of tax reform. 

Press and Media Support 
A generally favorable press and other media should be credited 
for developing considerable support statewide. 

On June 10, 1973, Bill Caldwell, Editor, Maine Sunday Telegram, 
a paper with statewide circulation, endorsed educational tax reform 
in a strongly worded article. He described the concept as one that 
"will provide more equality in local taxes, reduce local taxes by 

l^rj^^'ver $65 million annually and at the same time give every Maine 

k mmmmmm Qungster, wherever he or she lives, a fairer shake at equal education.' 
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He urged his readers to '»tell their legislators of their support, 
because if the voters do not give the message loud and clear to the 
legislative leaders they may not have the gumption to pass this 
much needed bill.** He dramatized the situation by discribing 
Senator Bennett Katz, the leader in tax reform, as "Senator, jeweler, 
pixieish persuader'' and predicted he will go down in Maine history 
as **the last minute dr a gon - s lay er . '* 

On June 10, 1973, Jim Brunelle, Staff Writer for the Portland 
Telegram, in assessing the situation in an article asked "Will the 
106th Legislature approve a plan for local property tax relief?" 
'•The answer'* he said "depends upon who you ask." "Yes" says Senator 
Katz. "No" says House Speaker Richard Hewes. "Maybe" says Senate 
President Kenneth P. MacLeod. 

The New Draft 

This was the situation when on May 31, 1973, a new draft 
Legislative Document 1994 entitled, "An Act Equalizing the 
Financial Support of School Units" was reported unanimously by the 
Education Committee as Ought to Pass. The new draft which is 
described in detail in the following pages was approved by the 
House of Representatives and forwarded to the Senate. The Senate 
at that time was considering passage of the Part I appropriation 
measure which was an emergency item and required a two-thirds vote. 
Senator Katz by his single vote courageously held up passage of the 
budget until he was assured of consideration of the tax reform 
act. After a lengthy debate in the Senate, the tax reform measure 
was passed with only three dissenting votes. One senator who made 
the most s p ir i t ed s p e e ch in opposition, voted in favor. The measure 
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hen wa? returned to the House where it was again debated and 



paMHOtl hy a siil>stnnt (a I uwir^iu. Si^aln^ of Llio aci by tiDVeriior 
Curtis on June 22, 1973, was the final step in bringing about edu- 
cational tax reforpi. 

After the enactment and signing by the Governor, Senator Katz 
was given the privilege of writing a guest editorial for the Maine 
Sunday Telegram. He described property tax reform as a ^'will-of- 
the-wisp" that had been only a dream f-^r many years but as he 
exultantly wrote "Now Maine people have it." He gave credit for 
"having it'' to the extraordinary group who served with him on the 
Education Committee, liberals, conservatives. Republicans and 
Democrats. He also gave credit to Governor Curtis for what he 
termed his support "from day one." But in the last analysis he 
claimed it was "the pressure of the people back home who carried the d 
He concluded that "success was particularly sweet because it was 
attained by Republicans and Democrat/a working together for the good 
of the State. We have laid the groundwork for equal educational 
funding ^nd more of it at the State level. Now we can turn our 
full attention to providing even better quality within the framework 
of our ability to pay." He then added a few words of caution saying 
"Everyone's property taxes are aot coming d^wn. In some cases they 
may actually go up. But Statewide we have equalized the burden on 
local property taxes by providing the money in new state dollars." 

Governor Curtis in signing the act on June 22, 1973, praised 
the legislation as "building in a better more . responsive system for 
financing public education." On the occasion, surrounded by 
legislative leaders of both parties he said "This is not the time for 
^oeeches. I ;ust want to congratulate and thank everybody who worked 
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mKsmhard. The educators will tell you how important it is." He was 
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pleased and satisfied with the law saying it came very close to the 
relief measure he requested from the GOP coatrolled House and Senate. 

Summary Comments 
The lOGth session of the Maine Legislature was most productive 
in enacting a large number of highly significant measures. In 
addition to the tax relief act, equal educational opportunities were 
mandated for handicapped children, area secondary vocational- 
technical education was expanded to complete coverage of the state, 
and school nutrition and food services were mandated for all pupils 
in elementary schools. Equalization of educational opportunity 
through equalized taxation was by far the most significant enactment 
in many years and perhaps the most important of all Maine history. 
The legislation is also expected to bring indirect benefits as 
equality of taxation will aid in solving other proble!!is such as district 
organization and curriculum adequacy. In January, when the Legis- 
lature convened it was a glamour item endorsed by both parties but 
as the sei^', sion progressed legislators became more concerned with 
routine business and other matters. By the time the hearings were 
held the atmosphere was aptly described as "mere like a graveyard 
than anything else." There was as usual concern over future costs 
which might result and some doubt if the State's financial condition 
was as favorable as reported. After the hearings, there was an 
up-surge of Interest, a "w il I -of - the -wi sp " began to take shape and 
bdcame a reality for fiscal 1974-1975. 
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PART II 

Descripti on of Act Equalizing the Financial Supp ort of S c h o o I 
Units. ChapTe^356, P.L. 1973 



Purpose 

To insure relatively equal educational opportunities for all 
public school students; provide a significant measure of relief f 
property taxpayers; distribute the property tax burden more 
equitably; increase the proportion of State support; and place a 
limitation on taxation of property for school purposes. 

To accomplish these goals the support of education supplied 
property taxation is reduced to 40 percent financed by a uniform 
Statewide tax on the full State valuation of each unit with the 
balance provided by broad-^ased non-property State taxes. 

Res our ces and Budget 
Provisions for Raising State School Revenues 
--Earmarked State Taxes 

Prior to the enactment of this measure no State taxes were 
earmarked for education. Appropriations for assistance to local 
units were made from the general fund of the state. Under this 
act approximately 14 mills on State valuation at 100 per cent is 
assessed for 1974-1975 on all real estate in each municipality, 
township and land in the unorganized territories not included in 
any township of the state. 
--Unearmarked State Taxes 

The revenues required to fund the 50 per cent State's share 
of the support of public education are derived from the proceeds 
-^f a graduated income tax, 5% sales tax. Federal revenue sharing 
funds received by the state, and other miscellaneous revenues 
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accruing to the general fund of the state. An appropriation of 
$89,5 12,778 from the general fund for fiscal 1974-1975 vas ;ui l hor i r. . 
In addition under another measure - Chapter 98, An Act to Allocate 
Money from the Federal Revenue Sharing Fund for the Fiscal Years 
Ending June 30, 1974, and June 30, 1975, the sum of $12,135,026 was 
allocated for payment of State school subsidy to local units. Tihis 
does not represent any material change in policy for financing the 
State*s share of educational costs except to increase the overall 
percentage and amount. 

--Percent of Increase of State Support 

For fiscal 1974-1975 State assistance for public education 
from non-property sources is increased from 33 1/3 percent to 50 
per cent. It also is intended to reduce taxation on property for 
educational purposes from approximately 60 per cent to 40 per cent. 
Provisions for Raising Local School Revenue 
A. Local School Taxes for Current Operation 
2. Tax bases authorized 

The bases for the assessment of a uniform Statewide 
property tax on the real estate in both the organized 
municipalities and the unorganized territories and determin- 
ation of the tajT rate is prescribed as follows: 

The Commissioner of Educational and Cultural Services, 
on approval of the State Board of Education, is directed 
annually, prior to February 15, to certify to the State 
Tax Assessor 50 per cent of the estimated total public 
education costs for the current year. Based on this 
estimate a tax is to be assessed locally at a rate that is 
equivalent to 50 per cent of the Commissioner's estimated 
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public school costs divided by the total of the most recent 
State property valuation adjusted to 100 per cent plus a 
tax of 7 3/4 mills for the property tax year beginning April 
1, 1974; 9 1/4 mills effective April 1, 1975; 10 3/4 mills 
effective April 1, 1976; 12 1/4 mills effective April 1, 
1977; and 13 3/4 mills effective April 1, 1978, and each 
year thereafter, 

2. Minimum rater, required and maximum rates authorized 

The minimum rate required is specified in II, A. 1. above. 
It approximates an assessment of 14 mills on all real 
property for the fiscal year 1974-1975. 

The maximum or ceiling on such assessments is limited 
by a provision that the Statewide uniform rate as applied 
to individual municipalities shall never exceed the annual 
weighted average municipal tax rate. This rate is determined 
by dividing the total of municipal taxes levied Statewide 
for the precedijig year by the State valuation adjusted to 
a 100 per cent value basis. Heretofore there was no ceiling 
on local appropriations. 

3. Revenue and expenditure limitations and provisions for 
exceeding ; 

•-rate limitations on tax base and provisions for exceeding 
The maximum rate allowable on local property bases is 
described above in II. A. I. 

Units wherein the school tax rate for the preceding 
year is less than the rate determined by the State Tax 
Assessor and the sum levied by the State Tax Assessor Is 
^ greater thasfi the units school tax rate for the pr^?i! eding 
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year by 2^ mills shall have a rate determined by dividing 
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the amount appropriated for school purposes by property 
taxation on State valuation at 100 per . cent. In such cases 
a sum shall be added to its allocation equal to the difference 
between the units appropriation for school purposes for 
the preceding year plus 2^ mills and the amount required by 
the State Tax Assessor. 

--budget increase limitations and provisions for exceed ing 
Provision is made that for units wherein the per pupil 
operating cost for the preceding year was above the State 
average the allocation is frossen at one-half the difference 
between the State average elementary and secondary per 
pupil cost and the local average per pupil cost for the 
1973-197A school year or the State average elementary or sec- 
ondary cost whichever is the greater. Any unit, however, is 
authorized to appropriate additional funds to maintain the 
average elementary or secondary per pupil expenditure for 
1973-1974. 

Additional appropriations for public school purposes may 
be made by a local unit not to exceed 2^^ mills on 100 per 
cent State valuation of the unit. For each additional mill 
authorized by a local unit the State will guarantee $50 per 
pupil. Whenever a unit has authorized an additional levy 
beyond the amount required by the State Tax Assessor, it 
shall pay to the State Treasurer an amount which is in 
excess of $50 times the average number of resident pupils 
for the preceding year times the authorized mill levy. 
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Chan $50 per pupil the State will supplement the amount 
and distribute to the district a sum of money which together 
with the local additional levy will equal $50 per pupil, 
--dollar increase limitations and provisions for exceedinjj 

The same information reported under II. A. 3. budget increase 
limitations and provisions for exceeding applies to dollar 
increases and limitations. 
B. Local School Taxes for Capital Outlays and Debt Service 
--Rate and Debt Limitations and Provisions for Exceeding 
The act is all inclusive embracing all capital outlay and 
debt payments as well as operating costs. On existing 
indebtedness for capital outlay where bonds or nctes and 
interest thereon is payable by a local unit each unit shall 
be reimbursed for the sums expended. The act specifies that 
it is the intent of the Legislature that 50% of the cost be 
paid from the uniform statewide property tax and that 50% 
be paid from non-property revenues. 

The inclusion of capita?* outlay and debt service in the 
general subsidy program is a new departure for heretofore 
capital outlay and debt service has been subsidized separately 
according to the wealth or lack of resources of a unit. Funds 
for State subsidy for this purpose have been provided by 
legislative appropriation and more recently by a State bond 
issue for the State's share of capital outlay. 
-•Voting provisions 

Authorization of expenditures for capital outlay requires 
Q voter approval except in cases where a city charter allows 




approval by a city council or other governing body. 



S til If MtKirJ apf>r<>val o> all proJt^c•li^ is required. 

Provisions for Local Property Tax Administration and State 
Superv i^ ion 

The need for greater uniformity in local tax assessments and 
improved expertise on the part of state and local assessors had 
been a subject of legislativ< concern and consideration for 
several years prior to 1973. 

Even though allocation of State school subsidies was based 
upon 100 per cent State valuation of ail rea.^ property as deter- 
mined by the State Tax Assessor, the legislators realized that 
the time had come to take steps to ensure greater equality 
of local property taxation. Accordingly a measure entitled 
"An Act Relating to Property Taxat iori* was adopted. It provided 
for the creation of a Bureau of Property Taxation under the 
control and supervision of a State Dirf.ctor of Prop.erty Taxation. 
The act also combined the organized units in the state into 
primary assessing areas based upon geography, distance, number 
of parcels of land, urban characteristics and other factors; 
the appointment of an executive committee for each assessing 
area who would select a chief assessor; establishment of 
classes or schools for training assessors and certification 
of qualified assessors. 
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Ill, Loca 1 T ax Relief Provisions or Effects 

Reduction in local property taxation for education would 

be effected the first year (1974-1975) for 411 of 497 municipalities 

Many of the municipalities scheduled to receive less school aid 

in 1974-1975 are extremely small and several do not operate a 

school, A number of others would receive only slightly less 

aid than under present law. 

IV, The Effect of the Proposal Toward Equalizing the Revenue Raising 
Ability of School Districts 

Under this law all units would be taxed for school purposes 
at an equal rate. The present situation where school rates 
vary from 0 to 85 mills will be corrected. The constitutionality 
of support of education will be removed from challenge. 

In 1974-1975, 88% of the pupils reside in units which will 
be eligible to receive an increase in State aid. The municipal 
tax load, due to passage of this act has been estimated to 
decrease by 207a in the first year of operation. 

The effects of the act include: 
1* Increase in the State's share of public school education 

from 33 1/3% to 50%- 
2. Each unit will receive the State average per pupil cost for 
each elementary cmd secondary pupil, 

a. If a unl^ l8 spending less than the State average, it 
will receivit ita per pupil expenditure plus 1/3 of the 
difference between that cost per pupil and the State 
average . 

b. If a unit in spending more than the Sv;ate average, it 
will receive the State average and an additional local 
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appropriation may be made not to exceed 2^ mills on 
100% State valuation- 

3. Each unit will receive the amount expended in the 

preceding year for special and vocational education- 

A. Each unit will be reimbursed for the cost of trans- 
portation , 

5* Each unit will be reimbursed for the cost of capital 

outlay and debt service- 
6. All units will be assessed a uniform property tax for 

school purposes* 
The act appears to be capable of realizing its goals of 
equalizing educational opportunity, prr^viding additional 
State assistance from non-property sources, affording relief 
to property taxpayers and distributing the tax burden more 
equ i tab ly • 

Pis tribut ions 
I. Principal State Aid Program 

A. Program Calculation (Basis of Entitlement) 
1. Guaranteed program level 

--dollars per distribution unit 

Before describing the new method of financing education, 
it may be helpful to define a few of the basic terms 
involved* 

Operating costs - includes all elementary and secondary 
operating costs except transportation, community services, 
capital outlay and debt service, reduced by tuition,, 
receipts, expenditures from Federal sources, and 

O 

ERIC expenditures .for special and vocational programs. 
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Average Elementary per Pupil Cost - includes child- 
hood education programs kindergarten through grade 
eight. The average cost is obtained by dividing 
elementary operating costs by the average number of 
resident pupils on October 1st and April 1st excepting 
students in special education programs. 
Average Secondary Per Pupil Cost - includes grade 
nine through twelve. The average cost is computed by 
•dividing secondary operating costs by the average number 
of resident pupil on October 1st and April 1st 
excluding full-time students in Lipecial and vocational 
education programs. 

Excess costs - includes expenditures made by local 
units for special and vocational programs. 
Special Education Programs - programs for exceptional 
children approved by the Commis i5 1 one r . 

Vocational Education - includes instruction in trade, 
industrial, agricultural, technical and service 
occupations. Business and consumer education and home 
economics are not included. 
Computation of Unit Allocation to Fund Public Schools 

The formula for allocation of funds to each unit is as 
f o 1 lows : 

Step 1, Determine the average number of resident pupils 

educated at public expense on October 1st and April 
1st of each school year, excluding full-time students 
in special and vocational education programs, 
j^l^l^" a. Multiply the average number of resident elementary 
\ pupils by the State a ver ag e e 1 emen t ary pupil cost. 
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The amo\int to be d i s t r i l^uL ed in 1^74-19 75 is 
$tiOO per pupil. 

b. Multiply the average number of re^^Ldent secondary 
pupils by the State average secondary pupil cost. 
The amount to be distributed in 1974-1975 is $915 
per pupil. 

c. Compute the operating cost for special education 
programs for the preceding year. 

d. Compute the operating cost for vocational education 
programs for the preceding year. 

e. Determine expenditures for transportation for the 
preceding year. Expenditures are limited to an 
increase of 7% over the preceding year except 

for units which did not provide transportation for 
all students living beyond a reasonable walking 
distance. 

f. Determine approved expenditures for capital outlay 
for the preceding year. 

g . De t ermine approved expenditures for debt service 
for the preceding year. 

Step 2. Add the amounts obtained in la to g. The result, 

subject to minor adjustment, is the basis for allocation 
of funds to a unit. If a unites allocation exceeds 
the uniform tax assessed, the Commissioner shall 
authorize payment minus the tax levied. 
Pupil or Program Weightings or Provisions 

The annual allowance for each elementary pupil is fixed at 
$600 for each secondary pupil at $915. The number of pupils 
is the average of enrollment on April 1st and October 1st 



of each year, Ihe allocation ol fund a for special and 
vocational education are based on operating expenditures 
for the preceding year (A. 1-Step 2) 

Provisions for capital outlay, debt service and transportation. 
Capital outlay and debt service expenditures of local units 
are included in the financial support program and funds 
are provided through the uniform property tax and other 
State taxes. The act states that it is the intent of the 
Legislature that 50 per cent of the cost of capital outlay 
and debt service shall be paid from the uniform property 
tax and that 50 per cent be paid from non-property State tax 
revenues. Transportation is also included in the financial 
support program. The a 1 lowance for a unit is ba3ed on 
expenditures for the preceding year. An increase of 7% 
over the expenditures for the previous year is allowed. 
Additional amounts may be included for a unit which has 
made arrangements to provide conveyance for students living 
beyond a reasonable walking distance but did not provide 
this service during the base year. 

In order to include the cost of transportation in the 
computation, a unit is required to file with the Commissioner 
a description of transportation services provided during the 
1973-1974 school year. The act specifies that addit iona 1 
transportation and purchase of new buses shall be accomplished 
in the most economical manner consistent with safety. 

The new law repeals a former law which subsidized 
capital outlay and debt service payments according to the 
resources of the unit. No unit could receive more than 
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I'ranspiir Lat ion was previousJy State subsidized on the 
basis of average expenditures for the two preceding years 
and the valuation of a unit. No unit could receive more 
than 97% nor less than 13%. The same reimbursement arrangement 
also applied to expenditures foi: special education. 
Salary Schedule Provisions 

The act did not change any of the statutes relating to teacher's 
salaries. A minimum salary schedule for teachers with varying 
years of preparation and experience remains in effect. The 
range for a person with a Bachelor's degree is from $5,000 
to $7,500 with ten years of experience. Any unit which fails 
to comply with the schedule shall have deducted from its 
apportionment an amount equal to that by which it is delinquent. 
Density - Sparsity Provisions 

No provisions are included relating to density of population. 
As Maine has many areas of sparce population recognition was 
given to the need for adjustment to offset high costs in 
isolated areas. Accordingly the State Board of Education is 
authorized to adjust the per pupil allocation to meet the 
educational needs of units declared by them to be geographically 
isolated. No similar provision existed in previous lawo 
Enrollment Increase or decrease 

No specific provision is made for unusual increases or 
decreases of enrollment. The method of averaging enrollments 
on April 1st and October 1st of each year was considered 
sufficient. 
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A previous .statute did allow an adjustment to be made by 
the State Board when there was an annual increase from 
October 1st in one school year to OcCzober 1st in the next 
year in excess of 37o or whenever a private or parochial 
school closed and the pupils became thp. responsibility of 
the unit. Very few applications were received and adjust- 
ments made while the law was in effect. 
Incent iv.^ provis ions 
--School district reorganization 

No reference is made in the act to school district 
reorganization. Under an administrative district law 
enacted in 1957 many of the smaller Maine municipalities 
were grouped together in larger units. Prior to the 
passage of this act a 107o State aid bonus was provided to 
reorganized districts as an incentive to better organization 
This is repealed effective June 1, 1974. 
--Class size 

No reference appe^irs in the act relative to class size. 
A former provision is repealed which mandated that each 
unit employ at least one teacher for each thirty 
elementary pupils in average daily membership except in 
the kindergarten wh ere the ratio shall not exceed one 
teacher to sixty pupils and at least one teacher for 
each twenty-five high school pupils. 
--Local Tax Effort 

Whenever a unit authorizes a local tax levy in excess 
of 2^ mills on 100% State valuation, it will be eligible 
to receive an additional $50 per pupil from the State 
for each mill. VJhenever a unit has authorized such a 
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levy it is required to p.'ay to the Sti\tc any avtionat wliich 
is in e X c o s s o l ^ S 0 times t l\ o ;i v c i a < o n iim b c t vM i c i <\ n { 
pupils for the preceding year times the mill le\'>'. 
In units where local effort of one mill produces less than 
$50 per pupil, the State will supplement the amount with a su 
which together with the local assessment will equal $50 
pe r pup i 1 . 
8. Other 

--Pupils residing on Federal Property 

The act stipulates that pupils living on Federal property 
are not to be considered as resident pupils. Special 
arrangements for the education of such pupils may be made 
by the State or local unit in cooperation with the Federal 
Government*. Heretofore, these pupils have been considered 
resident pupils and included in subsidy calculations. 
Funding Plan for Principal State Aid Programs 

1. State and Local Shares (Formulas for calculation) 

The formula for funding the act by State and local agc'ncies 
is described in detail under I.A.I. In efirect, the intent 
is to reduce educational costs attributable to property 
taxes to 407o with 607^ being provided by State tax sources. 
In 1974-1975 the State's share is to be 507c with 50% from 
local sources. 

2. Provisions for transition 
--Leveling up or down to guarantee 
a. leveling up to guarantee 

For units wherein the per pupil operating cost for the 

preceding year was less than the State average elementary 
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or secondary cost the per pupil allocation is limited 

to an increase of one-third the difference between the 

per pupil operating costs of the unit and the State average 

elementary or secondary per pupil cost 

leveling down to guarantee 

In units where the per /pupil operating costs for the 
preceding year were above the State average the 
allocation is frozen at one-half the difference between 
the State average elementary and secondary per pupil 
cost and the local average per pupil cost for the 
1973-1974 school year or the State average elementary 
or secondary cost whichever is the greater. 
--Maintenance of expenditure levels in high expenditure 
districts 

Regardless of any other provision in the act, any unit 
is authorized to appropriate additional funds to 
maintain the average elemenx'tary or secondary per pupil 
expenditure for 1973-1974. 
Some harmless or minimum participation guarantees 
In units wherein the school tax rate for the preceding 
year is less than the school rate determined by the State 
Tax Assessor and the sum levied by the Assessor is 
greatfir than the units school tax rate for the preceding 
year by 2}^ mills on lOOX State valuation, the school 
tax rate shall be determined by dividing the amount 
appropriated for school purposes through property taxation 
by the State valuation. In such cases there shall be 

added to the units allocation a sum equf/1 to the difference 
between the unites appropriation for school purposes 
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for the preceding year plus 2^ mills and the amount 
required by the State Tax Assessor. An adjustment of this 
kind Is to be paid to the general fund of the unit and 
may be used for municipal purpoat^a. 

4. State budget review and approval provisions 

No specific change was mad/e in budgetary provisions as they 
relate to the preparation and review of the budget of the 
Department of Educational and Cultural Services* 

The procedure followed ts for a budget to be prepared 
by the Commissioner and staff and submitted to the State 
Board of Education for approval. After State Board 
act ion is taken , the budget la submitted to the Governor 
and Department of Administration for consideration and 
recommendation to f^he Legislature. A repeal for review 
of an allocation may be made to the State Board of 
Educat ion whose decision shall be f inal . 
C. Specific Non^Revenue Requirements for Local Part io: Ipat ion 

-•district structure - There are no specific requirements in 

the act or other statutes. 
**program offering * No requirements other than those in 

existing law were imposed. All programs require approval of 

the Commissioner. 

II. State Aids Distributed Separately From Principal State Aid 
Programs 

--The act equa^lv^ing the financial support of school units 
combines all State assistance programs for both operation 
and capital outlay In thia one measure,. All previous special 
subsidy programs; such aa driver ed»cation» special education. 

transportation and vocational education were eliminated. 



Other Related Provisions 

The act contains no new provisions relative to teaclher 
negotiations, educratlonal accountability and State-local financial 
control. Teacher negotiations and determination of salaries and 
working conditions ^^as been and remains a local pri^r ogat ive • 

The Department of 'Educat: iona 1 and Cultural Services has 
sponsored and developed a program of testing similar to that under- 
taken by the Commission of the States and has involved local units 
in such stud ie s . 

No substantial change is made in the division of responsibility 
for operation of schools between the State and local units. 
PART III. 

Effec t on Selected School Districts 

Effect on Selectee? Districts by Enrollments 

Larger Districts - ^^000 pupils and above 

Increase 



Unit 


Enrol Iment 


State Aid 
Present Law 


State Aid 
1974-1975 


or 

Decrease 


Port land 


13064.5 


$2, 199 ,384 


$3,792,562 


$1,593,176 


Lewlston 


6937.0 


1, 183,819 


1,110,344 


(73,475) 


B&ngor 


6836.5 


1 ,413,007 


2,438,867 


1 . 025. 860 


So. Portland 


5708.0 


838,799 


1,973,328 


I, 134,529 


Wflterv 1 1 le 


3648.5 


1, 167,565 


1,671,740 


504, 175 


W i ns low 


2087.0 


392,287 


514,949 


122 ,662 


Exp lanat ion ; 


Maine has only 


25 school units 


with enrollments of 


J, 000 or above 


. All of the 


larger units exc*pt the City of 


Lewi s I: on 



would receive substantial increases ia State aid In fiscal 19V4-1975, 
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Medium Size Districts - 1000 to 1999 pupils 
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Unit 



Enrol Iment 



State Aid 
Present Lav 



State Aid 
1974-1975 



Increas e 
or 

Decrease 



Lisbon 1983.0 

Madavaska 1923.0 

BuCksport 1035.0 

Falmouth 1682.0 

Old Orchard 
Beach 1423.0 



$643,300 
314,869 
128,604 
258, 149 



$804,327 
572,895 

(5,534) 
689,319 



$161 ,027 
258,026 

(134, 138) 
431,170 



230,113 273,045 42,<f32 

York 1443.5 139,111 (14,421) (153,532) 

Explanation: There are 38 units in the state with an enrollment 
from 1,000 to 1,999. The districts selected are geographically 
distributed and are representative of industrial, coastal, resort 
and agricultural areas. Only four of the 38 districts in this 
enrollment group will receive less subsidy in 1974-1975. 
Small Districts - 500 to 999 Pupils 



Unit 



Enrol Imel: 



State Aid State Aid 
Present Law 1974-1975 



Inc r ease 
or 

Decrease 



Wiscasset 629.0 
Baileyville 569.5 



$(997,705) ($1,026,072) 



$28,367 

37,716 44,922 7,206 

601.5 149,850 218,610 68,760 

768.5 268,158 381,777 113,619 

5 25.0 309,058 380,788 71,730 

799.0 236,538 343,025 106,48 7 

There are 52 units with enrollments between 5 00 and 
999. All but four gain in State aid In 1974-1975. The case of 
Wiscasset given above is explained by high valuation due to a power 
generating plant and an atomic energy plant. 



China 

Vas salboro 
Medway 
Orr ington 
Explanat ion 
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Main* ia a Scata with many 


vary 


amall dlstricca. 3B0 of a 




total of 495 unica 


having laaa 


than 


500 pupils and 


140 with less 




Chan 100 pupils, and 83 with 50 


or fewer puplla. 






Effect on Selected 


School Dlatrlcts 


by Valuation Per pupli 




Wealthiest Group - 


highest thitd valuation perpupll 




Unit 


per Pupil 
Valuation Rank 


ValuikSioCi 
per Pupil 




State Aid 
present Law 


Projected Aid 
1974-1975 


Wi scassec 


16 


$290,302 




$28, 367 


($1 ,026,072) 


Ca 8 c Ine 


27 


108.928 




1 J 065 


15,775 


Mt . De se r C 


30 


104, 240 




25,553 


(191,743) 


Raymond 


31 


102,216 




22,300 


(31,472> 


Bai leyvLl 1 


e 49 


81 ,574 




37,716 


44, 922 


Boochbay Harbor (38) 


64,510 




28, 247 


(89.153) 


Middle Group - middle third valuation per 
pupils 


pupil 


and DinlmuB of 


100 


Unit 


per Pupil 
Vclaation Rank 


Valuation 
per Pupil 




State Aid 
present Law 


projected Aid 
1974-1975 


Old Town 


170 


$31»426 




$407,586 


$754,997 


3ach 


163 


21,118 




684,474 


1^6 7, 386 


onob s coc 


190 


27,052 




45, 145 


77, 703 


:<eadCield 


206 


26,093 




105,317 


196,822 


woo I wl ch 


229 


24,206 




117, 376 


182, 964 


Eascport 


251 


22,342 




109,070 


164, 8B6 


0.- ring ton 


280 


20,276 




236,538 


343,025 


Li sbon 


312 


16,014 




643, 300 


804,327 


Sabac tus 


326 


17,474 




146. 318 


190, 727 
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pooreat Group - 


lowest third 


in valuation per pupil 






per pupil 
Va luat ion 
Unit Rank 


Valuat ion 

Per Pupil 


State Aid 

1973-1974 


Projected 
State Aid 
1974-1975 


Allagash 


406 


$12,596 


$76,049 


$92,574 


Brad ley 


418 


12,208 


150,783 


17 9,663 


<r,d swe 1 1 


493 


5,812 


121,584 


139, 830 


Che 1 sea 


428 


11,436 


196,318 


201, 299 


Clenburn 


429 


11,436 


204,787 


222, 784 


Hedway 


461 


9,258 


309,058 


380, 788 
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Effect of Tax Reform Law on Selected Municipalities Tax Effort 

The following table shows the clott rolut i<>n^htp of hXjjih pv^>^*«»v<y 
taxes for municipal and school purposes and the tax relief possible under 
the reform act. It should be noted that 15 of the 19 municipalities listed 
reported 1972 school tax rates below the 1972 State average but that 11 
of these 15 units would still gain tax relief. 



Municipality 



Total 

Mun ic ipa 1 Tax 
Effort 1972 



Educat ion 
Tax Effort 
1972 



Estimated Per 
Cent Tax 
Relief or 



Van Buren 


41.38 


19.8 


22.58 


Bangor 


40.32 


17.0 


17.31 


Hou Iton 


38. 95 


19. 7 


20.76 


Cape Elizabeth 


36.87 


31.5 


30.39 


Port land 


36.46 


16.9 


9. 13 


Aub urn 


34.56 


17.6 


20.40 


Fort Kent 


32.58 


18.6 


19.64 


Augus t a 


32 .29 


15.2 


10.50 


South Portland 


31.21 


17.8 


16. 70 


Old Town 


31.19 


17.5 


18.44 


Lewiston 


28. 22 


14.9 


2. 15 


B Iddef ord 


28.82 


14. 7 


5.36 


Millinocket 


25.28 


14. 1 


4.60 


East Millinocket 


20.55 


11.9 


(13.56) 


Jay 


17.38 


12.9 


(22. 13) 


York 


15. 20 


8.4 


(4.05) 


Wlscasset 


13.32 


6.3 


(24.09) 


>tate Average 


27.49 


18.5 


20. 00 
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PART IV 

Legal Implications 

Previous Maine lavs for financing education appeared to 
involve the &>ame problems and contained many similarities to 
the laws of California which were found inequitable and 
unconstitutional. The description of the disparities in 
property taxation between Beverley Hills and Hollywood were 
duplicated many times over in Maine. Prior to the passage 
of the new law citizens living in the poorer units were being 
deprived of property and equality of taxation contrary to 
the 14th Amendment to the United States Constitution, 

The similarities to conditions found in the Serrano v. 
Priest case indicated that in Maine; 

1. The quality of education became a function of the wealth of 
the citizenry, 

2, The quality of education was effected by geographical location, 

3, The present system of taxation failed to meet the needs of 
all children. 

4. Some children were advantaged overall . 

3, The syst em did not provide equal resources. 

6. The systeta t«t$ded to perpetuate marked differences. 

7. Taxpayers in ;?ome districts were ri^qulred to pay a higher 
rate than those in other systems in order to obtain the 
same or a lower level of education. 

The Maine system of support of education was challenged in 
tKe superior court in the ciise LeHaye v. M«ine School Admin- 
istrative District #3. No action w«s taken awaiting the 
Q outcome of the Texas appeal to the United states Supreme 

ERIC 

HHMM Judicial Court and the opportunity for State legislative action. 
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While the L(iHaye case was not stressed by proponents of 
tax revision, it undoubtedly was in the minds of legislators 
when they considered tax reform. 

The measure enacted with its provision for uniform 
application of a property tax based on State valuation was 
desrgned and would appear to remove any doubt about the 
constitutionality of Maine law relative to the support of 
schools and be in conformity with Section 1 of Article XIV 
of the United States Constitution which provides that no 
person shall be deprived of life, liberty or property without 
due process of law, nor be denied equal protection under the 
lav . 
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CIlAP-n-R SS6 OF_jllL-UM»LULi:j ^^^ Sec^iir ^ .* a.ul i 

STAT^ OF MAINE 



IN THE YEAR OF OUR LORD NINETEEN HUNDRED 
SEVENTY-THREE 



H. P. 1561 — L. D. 1994 
AN ACT Equalizing the Financial Support of School UnitB. 



Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine, as follows: 

Sec. I. R. S., T. ao, c. 510, additional. Title 20 of the Revised Statutes is 
amended by adding a new chapter 510 to read as follo^d : 

CHAPTER 510 

FUNDING OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

§ 371 1. Intent 

It is declared to be the intent of the Legislature to reduce the burden of 
education program costs in public schools which arc borne by the property 
tax to 40% and to provide 60% of the total cost of education from state tax 
sources. The Legislature intends to implement the program over a 3-year 
period — 50% State. 50% local in 1974-75 and thereafter. It is further declared 
to be the intent of the Legislature to finance the 40% property tax share 
through a uniform property tax rate applied to all administrative units alike. 
The uniform property tax as described in sections 451 and 453 of Title 36 shall 
be implemented during the same 3»-year period to minimize the impact on 
local property taxes in any one year. The Legislature intends that a limit be 
placed upon additional local taxes that may be imposed on property for school 
purposes, thus encourging more efficient management ot the available re- 
sources. 



§ 371a. Definitions 

The following definitions shall apply to state and administrative uniu' 
computations under this chapter. 

I. Operating costs. Elementary or secondary operating costs shall include 
all costs, except transportation, community services, capital outlay and del 
service, reduced by tuition receipts, expenditures from all federal re vent 
sources and expenditures for special and vocational education programs ai 
defined in subsection 4. 

a. Average elementary per pupil operating costs. Elementary grades shall 
include a childhood educational program as defined by section 859, through 
grade 8. Average elementary per pupil operating costs shall be computed by 
dividinf, elementary operating costs by the average number of resident ele- 
mentary pupils, excluding those students in special education programs, on 
October liit and April ist in the unit in the same fiscal year, July ist to June 
30lh. Those avcra^re costs so computed shall be used. in the distribution of 
funds to the local units for the succeeding fiscal year. 

T-Tj)^^ 3- Average secondary per pupil operating costs. Secondary grades shall 
fcly L mean grades 9 through 12. Average secondary per pupil operatmg costs shall 
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be computed by dividi.i^ secondary cperatingf costs by the average number 
of resident sticondary papxis, excluding full-time students in special and voca- 
tional education programs, on October ift and April igt in the unit in the 
same fiscal year, July ist to June 3oih. Any student graduating from grade la 
during the ?^chool year prior to April xst shall be counted as though he were 
in attend':. ue on April ist of that year. Those average costs so computed 
•hall be used in the distribution of funds to the local units for the succeeding 
fiscal year. 

4. Excess costs. Excess costs are expenditures made by local units for 
special and vocational education programs. 

5. Special education programs for subsidy purposes. Special educatiot?, 
for subsidy purposes, shall include programs which have been approved by 
the commissioner for children with special needs. 

6. Vocational education for subsidy purposes. Vocational education, for 
subsidy purposes only, shall mean training in trade, industrial, agricultural, 
technical and service occupations. It shall not include business education, 
consumer education or homt economics programs. 

7. Year. Year means a fiscal year starting July i and ending June 30th 
of the succeeding year. 

8. School aid payments. School aid payments shall be made directly to 
the treasurer of each administrative unit and shall be based upon the number 
of resident pupils educated at public expense and contingent expenditures as 
outlined in this chapter based upon audited financial reports submitted by 
the various administrative units. 
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g. Appeals. The computation of aid for any unit may be appealed in writ- 
ing to the State Board of Education by the school committee or board of 
directors o[ any school unit within 30 days from the date of notification of 
the computed amount. The board shall review the appeal and make an ad- 
justment, if in iis judgment such an adjustment is fully justified. The board's 
decision ^hall be final as to facts supported by the records of the appeal. 

§ 37^3' Computation of imit allocations 

In the year prior to the convening of the Legislature^ a sum of money shall 
be recommended by the State Board of Education to the Bureau of the Bud- 
get, said sum to equal the estimated cost of education for each year. This 
sum should reflect the board's best estimate as to changes in pupil enrollment, 
economic factors and other considerations which might effect a change in the 
costs of education. The board shall be ever conscious of the need for prudent 
restraint in educational financing. Fifty percent of the sum shall come from 
state sources and 50% of the sum from the uniform property tax in 1974-75 
and thereafter. The Bureau of the Budget shall include this recommended 
amount in the Part I budget. 

The basts of allocation of funds to each unit shall be computed as follows: 

X. The average number of resident pupils educated at public expense on 
October ist and April ist of each school year, excluding full-time students in 
vocational education and special education programs, shall be used in the 

computation of aid as follows: 

A. Multij^Iy the average number of resident elementary pupils in the unit 
by the state average elementary per pupil cost The amount to be distrib- 
uted for the 7974-75 fiscal year only shall be $600 per pupil; 

B. Multiply the average number of resident secondary pupils in jhe unit 
by the st.;te average secondary per pupil cost. The amount to be distributed 
for the 1974-75 fiscal year only shall be $915 per pupil; 



I 



54, 



C« Compute the operating cost for special education programs in the pre- 
ceding year; 

D. Compute the operating cost for vocational education programB in the 
preceding ycsr; 

E. Record expenditures of the preceding year for transportation of pupils. 
Reimbursement for such expenditures shall be limited to an amount not in 
excess of a 7% increase over the preceding yea: except said limitation shall 
not apply to units that did not, in the preceding year» provide transporta* 
tion for all students living beyond a reasonable vvralking distance from 
school ; 

P. Record I he expenditures of the preceding year for capital outlay pro* 
jects approved by the ^ocal unit and the State Board; 

G. Record the expendUuren of the preceding year for debt service projects 
which have been approved by the local unit and the State Board. 



7. Total the amounts computed and recorded for subsection i, paragraphs 
A to G. The sum thus obtained shall become the basis for allocation to the 
unit, subject to adjustments as defined below. If the unit's allocation exceeds 
the uniform property tax as set forth in Title 36, section 451, the commis- 
sioner s'abW authorize such payments minus the taic levied under Title 36, 
sections 451 and 453. 

3. Adjustments to the allocation in subsection i» paragraph A and aubsec* 
tion 1. paragraph B may be made as follows: 

A. If the per pupil operating cost in the unit for the preceding year was 
lesfi ihnn tlic slaie average elementary or secondary per pupil operating 
cost, the per pupil nllocation for elementary or se^condary pupils respectively 
jl^i-^ll be limited to an increase of of the difference between the per pupil 
operating cost of the unit and the state average f^lementaty or secondary 
per pupil operating cost respectively ; 

B. If the per pupil operating cost in the onit for the preceding year is 
above the state average elementary* or ^^econdary per pupil operating c6wt, 
the per pupil allocation for elementary or secondary pupils respectively 
shall be frozen at difference between the state average elementary or 
secondary per pupil ^^^perating cost respectively and the local average ele- 
mentary or secondary per pupil operating cost respectively^ expended during 
the 1973*74 school year or the state elementary or secondary average per 
pupil allocation respectively, whichever is greater^ Each unit may appro- 
priate additional local funds to maintain its average elementary or secon* 
dary per pupil operating costs as computed for the 1973*74 ichool year; 

C. If (he unit is declared to be geographically iiolatcd by the State Board 
of Education, the board shall adjust, at its discretion, the per pupil allocs* 
tion to thnt unit tu n)cet the educational needs of that unit, except r/hat no 
adjusttncnis shall be ma^^le until the local additional appropriations, as 
spcctfted til subjection have been used and are shown to hi inadcqiiate; 

D When a unit enrolls pupilii who reside on land under control of the 
Q Federal Govf.ununt. or any sipx^cy thereof, or on a Federal Military Res- 

it/^" ervation* Mich piipils shall nut be considered as resident pupils for subsidy 

purposes y pe t" M l I but special arrangements may be made by tJ^ State or anv 



school admin isJi'atnc unit, or Koifi, io provide ci'Tiienrary and seconijary 
school privilo^'es !n cooperatio:; with the Un trd Spates Government for a 
chilj vr chiUlrcn restdini^ on !;*n<j . nder control o: the Federal Government, 
or any a|;racy thereof, or on a Kcdtrai Military Rcsemtjon. It is the 
intention of the Legislature that such special arrangements shall fully pro- 
tect the rights of all pupils anc shall protect the municipalities against the 
necessity of additional local appropriations because of federal pupils. Every 
unit eli^lMe to receive assistance in federally affected areas shall annually 
file apjiiication to receive such funds ^Ri^ i^M te B o wr t t tft VA menfimn wn y 

^^^^^^^^^^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^^^^^^ .^^^^A ^^^^^^A ^Mtf^^^^^^^tf^ 

^^^^^^^ 1 ' 9 W\ 1 1 ^^^^ ^n^^W V lit'"'' 

K. Whenever a unit's school tax rate for the preceding year is les« than 
the school tax rate determiT«ed by the State Tax Assessor as required in 
t»ections 451 and 453 of Title 36 and the sum levied by the Stale Tax As- 
sessor is iT^reaicr than the unit's school tax rate of the preceding year by 
more i*" mills on state valuation adjusted to 100%, the unit's atloca- 

^^ton tL^i he adjusted as set forth below. A unit's school tax rate shall be 
determined by dividing the Amount appropriattd for school purposes from 
property taxes, less any adjustment made under thii subsection, by state 
valuation adjusted to 100%. 

To thi" unit's allocation as determined in subsection a and this subsection, 
shall be added a f^iim equnl to the difference between the unit's school ap- 
propriation of the preceding year plus mills and the amount required by 
the State Ta;;^ Assessor in Title 36, sections 45X and 453. A Unit's school 
tax rate as adjusted under this subsection shidl be used in determining 
vi^hethcr or not future adjustments shall be made in subsequent years. Any 
adjustment paid to ^ unit as a result of this aubsection shall be credited to 
the r^neral fund Of the unit and may be used for municipal purposes upon 
proper authorization by that unit. An adjustment under this iub^^tion is 
not subject to subsections B and 9* 

4. Allocations in the months of July through November shall be based on 
the October 1st and April ist average nu^er of resident pupils of the pre- 
ceding year 

5. Allocations in the months of July through November shall be based on 
the stnte average per pupil operating cost of the and year preceding alloca- 
tion adjusted by a 7Vi% increase. 

6. AHocations shall be subsequently adjusted to give each unit Its proper 
allocation based upon the preceding year's state average cost and the liumber 
of resident pupils in the current year. 

7. The legislative body of the administrative unit may, in addition to any 
local funds raided and appropriated under subsection 3, paragraph B, author*' 
i/e an additional expenditure per pupil for either elementary or secondary 
ptipiU. cr both, not to exceed a local appropriation of aVt mills on the state 
vahiation of the untt <)tljusied to Joo% valuation* If the additional school 
levy authorized under thi« section fails to produce t so pupil per mill ^ 
levied, the commissioner nhati add to the allocation of the unit for the unit's 
fiscal vear a fum vvhich» when combined with the local ' Teyyt shall equal $50 

^ per pupil per mill ; satlcTsum may be paid during the last 

month of the unrt^sliscal vear. 

vVBenever a unit 

has amhori/ed an additional school levy under this section, it shall pay to the 
Treat^urcr of State that part of its appropriation which is in excess of S50, 
multipli^^i by the avcraj:e number of pup&ls on October tst and April ist of 
the preceding year, times the authorized additional local school mill levy. 
The remaining sum ^h^W be credited to the treasurer of the administrative 
UfMt. 

8. Notwithstanding any other public or private statute to the contrary, 
all money allocated for school purposes must be expended for school piirposes 

EI^C 9- Balances of allocaiiont at the end of tht year may be carried forward 
MMMmiw to tiiict the next ycar'» school needs in an amount not KO exceed io'/« of the 

" ■ - ' - — *" f Mi jmmiDL_ 
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Sec. a. R. S.» T. ao* § aao. amended. Section ajo of Title 20 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amcnr^vxl by section 2 of chapter 425 of the public laws of 1967, 
is further amcnde<i by adding at the end the following: 

Each unit shall file with the commissioner a deacnption of the trvn^porta* 
tion services provided in that unit during the 1973-74 acboot year. Such a 
description shall be in the format which the comnuasH^ner shatt prescribe. 
Additional transportation services and the purchase of new buses shall be 
act^omplished in the most economical manner that is consistent with the wel- 
fare and safety of pupils. 

Sec. 3. R. S., T. 30, § 358, amended. Section 358 of Title ito of the Revised 
Statutes is amended by ad<ftnga new parapr^ph at the end to rea^d as follows: 

Each unit shall file with the commissioner a dtacription of the transporta- 
tion services provided hx\ that unit during the X973«74 achool year. Such a 
deacription shall be in the format which the cotnmlsaioner shall prescribe. 
Additional trantpcriatton services and th« purchase of new buses shall be 
accompli!;hed in the most economical marmer that la conalstent with the wel- 
fare and safety of pupils. 

Sec. 4. R. S.^ T. 30, S 3561, amended. Section 3561 of Title 30 of the 
Revised Stafutrs, as ame^^ed, is further amended by adding at the end tHe 

following: 

Each unit shall file with the commissioner a deacription of the transporta- 
tion services provided in that unit during the 1973-74 school year. Such a 
description shall be in the format which 't*he commissioner ahall prescribe. 
Additional transportation services and the purchaae of new buses shall be 
accomplished in the most economical manner that ia consistent with the wel- 
fare and safety of pupils 

Sec. 5. R. S., T. 30, c. repealed. Chapter 51a of Title 20 of the 
Revised Statutes, as enacted by section 2 of chapter 496 of the public laws of 
loO^i, at»d IS amrtuloH. is repealed. 

Sec. f> R. S., T, 36, § 45i» repealed and replaced. Section 451 of Title 3G 
of x>iC Kivifctl Staiules. as Amended, is repeaU::d and the following enacted 

if I ^;(1.icc ihrreof : 

§ ^51. Rate of tax 

The Commissioner of Educational and Cultucal Services, with the approval 
of the State Board of Education, shall annually^ prior to February t5th. cer- 
tify to the Stat^ Tax Assessor 50% of the estimated total public school educa- 
tion costs in t{|\t3*74 *nd thereafter, for the current achooV year to be com- 
pfeted. For the necessary expenses of local and state government, a tax is 
assessed at a rate that ia equivalent to 50% in 1973*74 and thereafter, of the 
estimated total state public «^chool education costa divided by the total of the 
most recent state valuation adjusted upward to the nearest quarter mill as 
filed under section 381 Co 100% valuation plus 7^ mills on the dollar applied 
to a foo^; valuation for the property tax year commencing April t, 1974; 9}^ 
milU effective April i, 1975; lof^ mills effective April 1, 1976; 12% milts 
effective April 1, 1977; ^nd t3fi ntills effective April i, 1978 and every year 
thereafter upon each municipality, township and each lot and parcel not 
inelttded in any township in the State. In any event, such rate anall never 
exceed whatever shall from time to time be the weighted average mtmicipal 
tax rate. The **wcighted average municip^ tax rate** means the total munici- 
pal property taxes levied state-wida for the previous year, aa determined by 
the State Tax Assessor from the annual return of municipal assessors puf%u^ 
ant to liiCtion 383< divided by the atate valuation of muntcipalities in effect 
for the previous year adjusted t9 a 100% basis. The vaiuation as determined 
by the Suit Tax Assessor^ as set forth in the statement filed by him aa pro- 



vided by section shall br the basis for the computation and apportion- 
ment of die t«:( assessed. 

Sec. 7. R. S., T. 36. § 45J, repealed and replaced. Section 453 of Title 36 
of ihf Urviscd Statutes, as amcndt'^l by section 7 of chapter 616 of the public 
laws of igyx, is repealed and the foiiowing enacted in place thereof: 

§ 453. Payment of state tax by municipalities 

The Treasurer of State, in his said warrants, i»hall require the said mayor 
and sMernken. selectmen or atseisors, respectively* to pay or to issue thetr 
several warrants requiring the collectors of thi^ir several municipalitiea to 
collect and to pay to the treasurers of thdr respective municipalities the atima 
against said municipalities required by this subchapter. 

Said municipal treasurer shall pay to the Treasurer of State a sum equiva* 
l^nt to that portion of the tax levit>d under section 451 which is based upon a 
percentage of public school education costs which* exceed^ the allixatton to 
the unit as computed under Title 20, section ^713. Said municipal treasurer 
shall pay to the treasurer of the School Administrative District or community 
school district in quarterly installments that portion of the tax levied under 
section 454 of public school education co^tts whidi is not in exc^^ss of the al- 
location to the unit as computed under Titia 30, section 3713. 1- 

The balance of the sums eu <iisessed in each municipality shall be disbursed 
by the treasurer thereof for necessary expenses of local government as de* 
termtned or appropriated for the public welfare wif^hin the purposes specified 
in Title 30, which Title sets forth these purposes for tha public welfare for 
wliit h municipalities arc themselves authorised to tMt money by taxation. 
For the year 1974* the municipal treasurer shall pay i4 the BUm provided for 
in thid section to the Treasurer of State. Payments In 1974 shall be in a equal 
tnstallinrius payable on or before the last dav of Stptember and the last day 
of December. For the year tgj^ and thereafter^ payments shall be made to 
the Treasurer of State in equal quarterly installments payable on or before 
the i^th day of March, June, September and December. 

Sec. 6. R. S.. T. 36, § ftgi-A, additional. Title 36 of the Revised Statutes 
ts .-^itif ndfil tiy adding a new section 8gt*A to read as follows: 

§ Box- A. School subsidies withheld from delinquent municipalities 

When any state tax assessed upon any city, town or plantation remains un* 
pnid» surh city, town or plantation may be precluded frOm drawing from the 
Treasurer of State the school subsidy set aparrfor such city, town*or planta- 
tion so long as such tax remains unpaid. 

Sec. 9. R. S.» T. so, § VS93, repealed. Section 1293 of Title 20 of the 
Kcvifcd Statutes, a? repealed atid replaced by chapter 221 of the public laws 
of to* I. if rcpr,nled. 

Sec. 10. R. S , T. 80, c. 117, repealed. Chapter 117 of Title 20 of the 
RevifcU Si.iHiirs. :\% In^t repealed and replaced by section 23 of chapter 530 of 
the ptit>Iic lawiK i>f 1071. and as amended. IS repeakd. 

Sec. ti. K. S». T. ao. § 2^$6-B, sub-§ t. amended. The first paragraph of 
ful'MVtiiMt I o( ^trcttnu -»J56-ll of TilU* 20 of the Revised Statutes, as enacted 
bv >ivii.*n ^t of chAptt r 440 of the piiKlic laws of 1965, is amended to read as 

» \ '» t *i My ^HMfVM i flie The cost of constructing and equipping 
■i t t^' Mt <<Mle f4 ♦4it^ Art: a building: or bnitdinf^ t** ?)C used for 

O If nnj .teuancf and operation of a rC|^ional technical and vocational center 
huh i> Aj'provt J in acr(>^dancc with section 2J56-A shall be reimbursed to 

mamit unit in accordance wf/th actions 3457 to 3460* 



Sec. S3. R. S.» T, 90, § a356-B. 5ub*§ 3, amended. The first sentence of 
subsection 2 of section 2356-B of Title 20 of the Revised Statutes, as en&cted 
by section 3 of chapter 440 of the pubh'c lawa of 19G5, is amended to read as 
follou's : 

T wm i Wtn l i f4 ^ht The excess cost of instruction as defined in section 371a in 
appro\rd technical and vocationrxl cia.^ses maintained on the secondary level 
through j:radc \2 inni shat! be reimbursed. Ninety percent of the cos(s 
of ins(r\iccioii for approved part-time and evening classes for out-of-schoo] 
yout^i and iidults shall be reimbursed. 

Sec. 13. R. S.. T. 20, § 9405, amended. Section 2405 of Title 20 of the 
Revised Statutes, as repeated and replaced and as amended, is further amend- 
ed by adding at the end a new sentence to read as follows : 

Authorir.ation to reimburse units for programs operisted under this section is 
rescinded effective January i, 1974. 

Sec. 14. R, S., T. so, % 34t^» repealed and replaced. Section 3456 of Title 
:?o of tlie Revised Statutes, as amended, is repealed and th^ folJovving enacted 
in place thereof : 

§ 345^- Reorganised districts 
Reorganised districts sl^aU maintain : 

I. Program. A program which includes IdndergM'ten through grade is; 

a. Secondary facility. Whenever a district eruoHs more than 700 pupils 
in grades 9 through la, said district may operate more than one 4-ye«r school. 
Whenever a district enrolls fewer than 700 pupils In grades 9 through ia« it 
must house the pupils in grades 10 through is in one facility within 4 years 
from the dnte of xhe district's formation. A district RUy meet the requirement 
of providing a secondary faciiity by contracting with Another unit or with m 
private academy for a term of from 5 to so years. Said facilities may be con- 
stf tilted as 4-year sohools, or combined with grades 7 and B to form a 6-year 
school or a 017 more 3-year scbools, except for children living ir'vmote from a 
public school as provided in section 9xs. 

Sec. 15. R- S.. T. so, § 3457» amended. Tabic II of section 34^7 of Title 
:?o .»f the Krvised St.itutcs, as enacted by section 2 of chapter 475 of^ the public 
l.iu s of tqCy and r^s repealed and replaced by section 3 of chapter 500 of the 
public laws of 1971, is repealed and the folloVing enaced in place thereof: 

TABLE II 

F;a(h n<iinintstrativc unit shall be reimbursed the sums expended for capital 
iMittay projects which have been approved in accordance with sections 3457 to 
l4{Vi.'or any projects which have been approved by the commissions. 

i ne unit snsll t»e reimbursed the amount of debt service which 
has been incurred on all approved school con'i^truction projecta. Constraction 
rem^bursements shall be scheduled so thst payments may be made in accor- 
dance with the payment schedules estsblished by the adnilnistrative units. 
It is tho intrution of the LegtsUture, as expressed in section 3711. Chat $0% of 
the cost of constnictioh shall he paid from a uniform property tax assessed 
.*«g.'iitisl all the ruinicipalities in the State and that 50% of the cost of con- 
struction shall br paid from nonproperty tax revenues «^i4f» the p w g^am 

1 - • — - ■! ^ . - * - . » -■- t M^^^M A A ^^^^^ d^^id^^uA ^^^D^ A^^^^^ft ^^^^ ^l^^^f ^^MI^^^^A ^^m1 



Sec. 16. Appropriation. I'iiere is aj>propriated to the Departnirnt of Kdu» 
r a^id Culltiral Services the sum of $8o.5ia,778 for the fiicaf year end- 

my Juur 30. 1975. to carry out the purposes of this Aei* 



J974-7S 

EDUCATIONAL & CULTURAL SERVICES, 
DEPARTMENT OF 

From the General Fund $89»5>2.77» 

Sec. 17. Effective date. Th\% Act shall become effective January i. imA, 
except for payment of aid to adni .iitrative unita, which ahall become effec- 
tive July 1, S9;^«. 
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August 13, 1973 



Suggested Procedures and Guidelines for the 
Implementation of the School Subsidy Reform Measure 
(Chapter 556 of the Public Lava of 1973, as 
Amended by Chapti^r 571, Sections 52d, e, and f) 



1. Prior to February 15 of each year the Cofflalaaloner shall 
certify to the State Tax Assessor 50X of the estimated total 
cost of education in grades K tc 12 In the current school year. 

2. The State Tax Assessor shcill set a tax rate, on State valuation 
adjusted to 100%* that will produce 50% of the estloiated total 
education cos^t as certified by the Commissioner* 

3^ The Treasurer of State shall l^aue warrants requiring local 

assessors to issue andserve varranta to collect and pay to the local 
treasurers the sums assessed. 



If t^iAt uniform tax rate set by the State Tax Assessor for school 
purposes raises more than the school allocat Ion, the treasurer 
of the municipality shall pay to the Treasurer of State, in 
quarterly ins t a 1 Iment s , the amount Of the excess* Installments 
are payable on or ?!t»efore the 15th of March, June, September 
and December. (1974 payments will be made the last day of Sep- 
tember and the last day of December*) 

4a. If th(R uniform tax rate set by the State Tax Assessor la 

more than 2% mills above the previous years school tax rate, 

the amount raised in excess of the 2k mill Increase shall be 

returned to the municipality fov municipal use. That part 

of the allocation that la returned for municipal use must be 

clearly identified. (I would suggest that separate checks 

bo draUn for units receiving auch allocation, I.e. such payments 

not be mixed in with the school allocation.) 

3. If the tax raises less than the school allocation, the 

municipal treasurer 9hall pay the sums as required on proper 
author izat Ion of local officials to be exp<»nded for school 
purposes , 

6. In October of each year the Commissioner will notify each unit 

of its estimated allocation. Such an allocation will be adjusted 
during the year of payment to reflect current school enrollments 
and the actual costs of the preceding year. Superintendents 
and boards must project enrollments and expenditures as 
carefully as possible to make certain that estimated revenues 
are projected within a reasonable tolerance . 



7. Monies to operate schools In the first six months of calendar 
1974 will be ralaed In the usual fashions using the usual 
appropriate articles and procedures. School committees and 
school directors will need authorization under appropriate 
articles to expend the allocation of St^^te funds and local funds 
O available through the uniform State tax to cover the last six 
\\C months of the calendar yeatf 1974^ or that part of the 1974-1975 

allocation that coincides with the unlta fiscal year. 
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//I. If A unit needs to appropriate an additional sum to maintain 
its average elenent^ary or secondary per pupil operating cost 
as computed for the 1973-1974 school year, it may do so outside 
of the uniform tax set by the State Tax Assessor and out s ide 
of the 2^ mills leeway provided it\ Section 3713, sub-section 7. 

S. If a unit wishes to raise money for new programs or to meet 

increaiied costs in excess of its per pupil allocation^ it may 
raise whctevcr is authorized by the legislative body up to 2^ 
mills on State valuation adjusted to 1007.« For each ml}.l thus 
appropriated, the unit is guat«Dtead $50 per adjusted resident 
piipil. Example: If a mill raises $10 pet pupil, the State will 
contribute from the subsidy allocation an additional $40. If a 
mill raises $75 per pupil, the unit may expend $50 per pupil and 
must forward the reo^ainlag $25 per pupil to the State Treasurer 
to be credited to the general fund. 

9. Transportation of Pupils 

9a. Approved transportation expenditures will be reimbursed in the 
year following expenditure. 

9b« Each unit must file with the Commissioner a description of the 
transportation services provided 1^ that unit during the 
1973-1974 school year. 

9c« Bus purchases and replacements shall be approved as capital 

outlay projects with due regard to the age, mileage, and condition 
of busses being replaced. 

9d. Bus purchases and rep lacetnent a must be accomplished through 

standai d bid procedures and within bus spec if icat ions approved 
by the Commissioner with appropriate options to meet local needs. 

9e. Any operating transportation exp^^nse that is in excess of 1077. 
of the previous year*s costs is not reimbursable. 

9f« LltrLtation in 9e. does not apply to those expenditures 

incurred by the unit for adding new transportation services* 
£x)^mple: Expenditures for transporting secondary school 
stu^^ents in units where they were not transported the 
pre'/ious year would be excluded from the 7% limitation. 

10. Special education programs* Expenditures toade for students 
in approved special education programs shall be reinn^ursed in 
the fiscal year fol lowing the expenditure . 

lOa. Expenditures made for special education students without 
obtaining necessary State Department approval will not be 
reimbursed. 

Vocational education expenditures. Expenditures made for 
vocational education programs which have been approved by the 
State Board of Education In the regional technical and vocational 
c<^nters shall be reimbursed in the fiscal year following the 
expenditure* 
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lia. Expenditures made for home eccnomics, business education and 

consumer education programs are not reimbursable as part of the 
vocat/.onal fjducatioa reimbursement s • Such expenditures shall 
becora'e a part of the secondary per pupil operating costs in 
the unit and will be reimbursed as a part of the secondary per 
pupil operating costs. Any vocational education program operating 
outsid^e of a regional center will be counted as a part of the 
secondary per pupil operating cost and will be subsidized 
accord ingly . 

lib. Beginning in the fall of 1974, students will be permitted to 
attend vocational programs without paying tuition. Since the 
vocational expenditures are completely reimbursable, it will no 
longer be necessary to charge tuition except for students 
attending private schoola from out of state or stud en ts 
attending private or public schools at parental expense. 

12 School construction reimbursements 
A. Standards and Ltmltatlons Imposed by the State 

1) Project must be cottsi stent with ''Guide and Standards for Planning School 
Bui Idings In Kafne." 

2) Site acquisition, unless special conditions are recognized^ shall be limited 
in size as fol Ioms: 

a) For elementary schools - 10 acres plus 1 acre for each lOO pupil&. 

b) For secondary schci^ls * 20 acres plus I acre ?or each K^O pupils. 

3) Any site to be used for school purposes must be approved for the current 
intended use by both the local board of education (or District Trustees) and 
the State Board of Education prior to becoming eligible for construction aid. 

k) Site ^acquisition costs submitted for reimbursement shall reflect the actual 
purchase price regardless of whet> purchasect. 

5) Anticipated financcng of major construction projects shall conform to current 
State established mintmums and/or maximums In terms of annual payments, bond 
or note repayment schedu'les* and rates of Interest. 

6) The local unit shell explore and utilize any available federal funds for which 
a construction project may qua1ify«^ 

7) Construction projects Identified by the State as reflecting marlced increase';^ 

^ over current average costs on a per pupil basls^ a per square foot of construction 

ERIC basis, or based on per square foot costs of the total project shall need 
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B, Validation of Local Need for Project 

1) Evidence of need by reason of school population change. 

a) Current housing problem (class sizes, double sessions, etc.) 
ti) Enrollment increases projected. 

c) Unusual town or distruct growth pattern or school population shift. 

2) Evidence of need by reason of unsuitable housing. 

a) Unsafe ttructunis. 

b) Outmoded school buildings to b% phased out. 

c) Replace undesirable or otherwise unsuitable site. 

3) Evidence of need by reason of program. 

a) Needed facilities to remedy program deficiencies. 

b) Needed facilities to accommodate new programs. 

c) Special Program needs. 



C. Relation of Project to Priorities peclared by State 
Priori •^tes 

1) Replace unsafe buiSdIngs not feasibly repaired* 

2) Eliminate instances of temporary housing. 

3) Alleviate basic classroom needs of State school population. 

k) Provide facilities for comprehensive programs In the schools of the state. 

5) Provide facilities for ancillary programs supportive of the to^al school 
prog ram. 

6) Provide school sites suitable for meeting the needs of pupils and program. 

7) Approve construction reflecting good long-range planning. 

Consistency of project with long^'r a^^g e Interests and needs of the area 
I) Construction should answer any needs for consolidation. 
EHXO^ Provide facilities designed to meet any special needs of the area. 



Studentit in special education^ vocational education and 
students living on Federal property will be subtractod from 
the resident pupil count when computing p«r pupil co«t« v>f 
regular progrc.ms and when distributing fund* to the local 
u n i c . 

The State Board may adjust the allocation of any unit that is 
declared geographically isolated whenever the local leeway 
provision does not provide enough funds to permit the unit to 
operate its schools. 
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